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Group Art Unit: 2441 



Application No.: 10/593,524 



Examiner: Ruolei Zong 



371(c) Date: July 29, 2008 



Confirmation No.: 2772 



For: Method And Apparatus For 
Implementing Signaling Proxy 



PRE-APPEAL CONFERENCE BRIEF 



Claim Rejections - 35 US.C. §102 

U.S. Patent 6,754,709 (Gbadegesin) fails to anticipate claims 1, 11, 22, and 23 because 
Gbadegesin fails to teach that a signaling proxy (SP) processes a message if the destination 
address (DA) of the message is different than a SP address and an address for which the message 
is intended. Claims 1 and 13 require the DA of the message is different than a SP address and 
an address for which the message is intended . In contrast, Gbadegesin discloses two proxy 
forwarding situations: (1) when the DA is the proxy address; and (2) when the DA is the address 
for which the message is intended. In the first case, Gbadegesin 's DA is the same as the proxy 



Traditional proxies, as illustrated in FIG. 5, are application programs existing in 
the user mode 86 that serve as the interface between the private 60 and the public 
64 network (see FIG. 6). Unlike NATs, the proxy 88 must be addressed 
directly by the client machines as seen in the destination address field 90 of 
message packet 92 . and therefore requires that the client applications Ci, C 2 , etc. 
be setup to operate with a proxy 88. Many applications cannot do this, or require 
specific configuration changes to allow the use of a proxy, and therefore a proxy 
configuration may not be appropriate, or even possible, for use with all 
applications. 
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FIG. 6 

(PRIOR ART) 



Gbadegesin, col. 2, 11. 18-28 (emphasis added) and FIG. 6 (where the DA 90 of the message 92 



sent from C2 is the proxy 88 address). As shown above, Gbadegesin 's DA is the same as the 

proxy address, and thus does not anticipate the claimed limitation. In the second case, 

Gbadegesin 's DA is the same as the address for which the message is intended: 

A further dynamic redirection that may be commanded by the intelligent 
transparent proxy of the instant invention is illustrated in FIG. 12. A client Ci 
may wish to establish a session with server Si by addressing messages 
thereto. This is the apparent session from the client Ci's point of view, as 
illustrated by the dashed line 124. However, when the gNAT machine 126 
detects the message from CI addressed to SI , it checks to determine if a 
dynamic redirect exists for such a session as discussed above. As illustrated in 
FIG. 12, a dynamic redirect 128 does exist to forward the message to the proxy 
session 141. The proxy may include a translation of both the source and 
destination addresses such that the messages are actually forwarded by the proxy 
to server S2 with an indication that the source was C2. From the server S2'[s] 
point of view, an apparent session 130 has been established between S 2 and C 2 . 
The actual session 132 that has been established is between Ci and S 2 , although 
neither Q nor S? knows that this is the case . Each of the required translations 
is accomplished transparently. 
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FIG. 12 

Gbadegesin, col. 11, 11. 43-61 (emphasis added) and FIG. 12; see a/so FIG. 2. As shown above, 
Gbadegesin 's client: (a) wishes (i.e. intends) to send the message to server Si; and (b) addresses 
the message to server Si . Therefore, the DA of the message is the same as the address for which 
the message is intended, and thus does not anticipate the claimed limitation. While Ci's message 
ultimately arrives at S2, the above limitation requires that the DA be different than the address 
for which the message is intended (i.e. Si), not that the DA be different than the address at 
which the message ultimately arrives (i.e. S2). Thus, Gbadegesin's DA is the same as the 
address for which the message is intended. As such, Gbadegesin fails to teach at least one 
limitation of independent claim 1, and consequently fails to anticipate claims 1, 1 1, 22, and 23. 

U.S. Patent 7,146,410 (Akman) fails to anticipate claim 24 because Akman fails to teach a 
SP located between a terminal and a server, and a router located between the terminal and the SP. 
Claim 24 requires a SP located between a terminal and a server, and a router located between the 
terminal and the SP. In contrast, Akman 's SP is not located between the terminal and the SP. 
The Examiner contends that Akman 's MEGACO NAT functionality in the MEGACO NAT 170 
in FIG. IB corresponds to the claimed SP, Akman 's media gateway (MG) 130 corresponds to the 
claimed terminal, and Akman 's media gateway controller (MGC) 110 corresponds to the claimed 
server. See advisory action dated March 14, 2010, p. 2. Assuming such is true (and without 



91746 vl/42O2.0300O 



3 



Atty. Docket No.: 4202-03000 



conceding such), Akman 's second embodiment fails to teach the above limitations because the 
SP (MEGACO NAT) in Akman 's second embodiment is not located between the terminal (MG) 
and the server (MGC): 
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Akman, FIG. IB (modified). As shown above, the SP (MEGACO NAT) in Akman 's second 
embodiment is not located between the terminal (MG) and the server (MGC). The Examiner 
contends that Akman 's col. 4, 11. 1-13 & 42-60 teach that the messages proceed allowing the 
following path: terminal -> Firewall/Router 160 -> MEGACO NAT 170 -> Firewall/Router 160 
-> MGC. See advisory action dated March 14, 2010, p. 2. However, the Examiner's position is 
consistent with the Applicant's position: Akman 's messages travel through the MEGACO NAT, 
which is not located on the path between the MG and the MGC. Thus, Akman's second 
embodiment fails to teach a SP located between a terminal and a server. As such, Akman fails to 
teach at least one element of independent claim 24, and consequently fails to anticipate claim 24. 
Claim Rejections - 35 US.C. § 103 
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Claims 4 and 13 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Gbadegesin in view of U.S. Patent Application Publication 2002/0021688 {Chen). Claims 5 and 
14 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Gbadegesin in view of 
Chen and Akman. Claim 8 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Gbadegesin in view of Akman. Claim 21 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Gbadegesin in view of Akman and U.S. Patent 7,574,522 (Oguchi). Claim 28 
stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Akman in view of Oguchi. 
Claims 4, 5, 8, and 21 depend from independent claim 1, claims 13 and 14 depend from 
independent claim 11, and claim 28 depends from independent claim 24. Claims 1, 11, and 24 
are allowable over the cited prior art for the reasons discussed above, thus claims 4, 5, 8, 13, 14, 
21, and 28 are also allowable 



Consideration of the foregoing amendments and remarks, reconsideration of the 
application, and withdrawal of the rejections and objections is respectfully requested by the 
Applicant. If any fee is due as a result of the filing of this paper, please appropriately charge 
such fee to Deposit Account Number 50-1515 of Conley Rose, P.C., Texas. 



CONCLUSION 



Respectfully submitted, 
Conley Rose, P.C. 



Date: 





Grant Rodolph 
Reg. No. 50,487 



5601 Granite Parkway, Suite 750 

Piano, TX 75024 

(972) 731-2288 

(972) 731-2289 (Facsimile) 
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